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Sir: 

In response to the Examiner's Answer, dated September 9, 2005, to the Appeal 
Brief filed June 20, 2005, Appellant submits the present Reply Brief. 

Appellant maintains that each reason set forth in the Appeal Brief filed June 20, 
2005 for the patentability of the pending claims is correct and again respectfully request 
that the decision of the Examiner to reject claims 1-25 be reversed and that the 
application be returned to the Examining Group for allowance. 
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REMARKS 

The "Grounds of Rejection" at pages 3-12 of the Examiner's Answer relies 
on the same references previously applied to reject the claims. It is respectfully 
submitted that the Appeal Brief filed June 20, 2005 has fully addressed the 
requirements for patentability under 35 U.S.C. §102 and 35 U.S.C. §103. 
Accordingly, the herein-contained remarks are supplemental to the Appeal Brief 
filed on June 20, 2005. In order to facilitate review of this Reply Brief, the 
present remarks are limited to a discussion of features of the independent claims 
of the present application. 

Reiection Of Claims 1 and 22 Under 35 U.S.C. j^l 03(a) Over PETT In 
View Of ATKINSON 

Claim 1 

Claim 1 recites, inter alia, features of "an adaptor connected to said 
bridgetap line, the adaptor including a capacitor in parallel with one of another 
capacitor and a diode". The rejection of claim 1 is based upon the assertion that 
it would be obvious to modify the bridged tap terminator of PETT to apply a diode 
in parallel with a capacitor. There is no proper basis for this assertion, as there is 
no proper motivation to apply a diode from ATKINSON to the bridged tap 
terminator of PETT, nor would such a combination of ATKINSON and PETT 
result in the above-noted feature recited in claim 1. 

In this regard, there is no motivation in either of these references to take a 
diode as in ATKINSON and apply such a diode in parallel with a capacitor in 
PETT. Rather, ATKINSON is directed to a "home security system", which is 
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customer premises equipment. In contrast, RETT is directed to an external 
digital signal line transmission system. There is no general motivation to 
randomly mix and match teachings of various references merely because the 
references are related to devices connected to telephone lines. By the logic 
used in the rejection of claim 1 , it would be obvious to provide a diode to any 
component or device connected to a telephone line. The use of a zener diode 
235 in ATKINSON, to protect internal customer premise equipment (CPE) from 
high-voltage surges on telephone lines, provides no such general motivation to 
modify RETT, nor is any such motivation properly provided by any other cited 
reference. 

Further, the zener diode 235 in ATKINSON is not in parallel with a 
capacitor. Rather, the diode 235 appears to specifically protect the transformer 
252 as shown in FIG. 3A. Accordingly, even if a zener diode 235 in ATKINSON 
were applied to RETT, there is no teaching in either reference that the zener 
diode 235 of ATKINSON should be placed in parallel with a capacitor in RETT. 

Accordingly, there is no proper basis for any assertion that it would be 
obvious to apply a diode from ATKINSON to the bridged tap terminator of RETT; 
nor would such a combination of ATKINSON and RETT result in the above-noted 
features recited in claim 1. 

Claim 1 also recites, inter alia, features of "a communication line between 
a carrier and a user terminal; a bridgetap line having a first end connected to said 
communication line... wherein said adaptor reduces the effect of echo from said 
bridgetap line on a rate of data transmission to said user terminal over said 
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communication line". The rejection of claim 1 is based upon the assertion that 
RETT inherently "reduces the effect of echo from said bridgetap line on a rate of 
data transmission to said user terminal over said communication line". There is 
no proper basis for this assertion, as RETT does not necessarily reduce "the 
effect of echo from said bridgetap line on a rate of data transmission to said user 
terminal over said communication line", as would be required for these features 
to be inherent. 

In this regard, the matching circuit 62 of the bridged tap terminator 50 in 
RETT is disclosed to match the impedance of the bridged tap 32. See RETT, col. 
5, lines 21-31. Accordingly, the matching circuit 62 will ensure that reflections 
are not generated over the bridged tap 32 when a signal passes from the bridged 
tap 32 to the bridged tap terminator 50. In other words, the matching circuit 62 
does not provide impedance matching to reduce the "effect of echo from said 
bridgetap line on a rate of data transmission to said user terminal over said 
communication line" (emphasis added). Rather, the matching circuit 62 matches 
the impedance of the bridged tap 32 to ensure that the bridged tap terminator 50 
(of which the matching circuit 62 is a component) does not result in the 
generation of echo over the bridged tap 32 due to a mismatch between the 
bridged tap terminator 50 and the bridged tap 32. 

In short, preventing the generation of echo from a newly introduced 
component (such as the bridged tap terminator 50 in RETT) is not the function of 
the claimed adaptor which "reduces the effect of echo from said bridgetap line on 
a rate of data transmission to said user terminal over said communication line". 
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In other words, while RETT is directed to ensuring that the bridged tap terminator 
50 does not increase echo from the bridged tap terminator 50 over the bridged 
tap 32, the invention recited in claim 1 affirmatively " reduces the effect of echo 
from said bridgetap line on a rate of data transmission to said user terminal over 
said communication line". 

Accordingly, there is no proper basis for any assertion that the above- 
noted combination of features recited in claim 1 are inherent in RETT. 

Accordingly, the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over RETT 
in view of ATKINSON is improper and should be reversed. 

Claim 22 

Claim 22 recites, inter alia, features of "changing a resonance 
characteristic of said bridgetap line... with an adaptor that includes a capacitor in 
parallel with one of another capacitor and a diode". 

As noted above with respect to claim 1 , there is no proper basis for the 
assertion that it would be obvious to apply a diode from ATKINSON to the 
bridged tap terminator of RETT; nor would such a combination of ATKINSON and 
RETT result in the above-noted features recited in claim 22. 

Claim 22 also recites, inter alia, features of "changing a resonance 
characteristic of said bridgetap line to that of a bridgetap line longer than 650 feet 
with an adaptor that includes a capacitor in parallel with one of another capacitor 
and a diode". The rejection of claim 22 is based upon the assertion that the 
terminator disclosed by Rett adds capacitance equivalent to an additional bridged 
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tap length of... 1740 feet and, as such, the terminator disclosed by Rett 
inherently changes the capacitance of the bridged tap to that of a bridgetap line 
longer than 650 feet. There is no proper basis for this assertion, as RETT does 
not necessarily change "a resonance characteristic of said bridgetap line to that 
of a bridgetap line longer than 650 feet with an adaptor that includes a capacitor", 
as would be required for these features to be inherent. 

In this regard, the Examiner is considering the teaching of only the load 
capacitance of the impedance matching circuit 62, i.e., Cl in making the above- 
noted assertion. However, the bridged tap terminator in the cited configuration of 
RETT also includes additional capacitance values (i.e., Ci and C2) which are 
being ignored by the Examiner in his determination. 

The resonance characteristics of the bridgetap line according to the 
invention recited in claim 22 arei changed to that of a longer bridgetap line by the 
capacitance of the capacitor recited in claim 22. However, the Examiner has not 
provided any reason why the bridged tap terminator 50 disclosed in RETT would 
inherently obtain such a result. In this regard, the capacitance value for Cl used 
in RETT is lower by approximately 50% than even the lower end of the range of 
capacitance values disclosed in the present application to achieve the increase in 
effective bridgetap length. Further, Cl in RETT is part of a laddered (cascaded) 
CR circuit that would need to be analyzed as a first order (Fig. 7) or second order 
(Fig. 8) highpass filter 60, combined with the load CR circuit 62, in order to 
determine the resultant responsive impedance characteristics. 
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Notwithstanding the above, the Examiner has made no attempt to 
consider the significance of Cl in the context of RETT. Rather, the Examiner's 
Answer asserts that Cl would have an effect in isolation, without regard to the 
remaining elements of RETT which are used to achieve the effects desired by 
RETT, and without regard to the fact that d is lower by approximately half than 
the bottom of the range noted in Appellant's specification which has been found 
to be effective in achieving the above-noted features recited in claim 22. 

The differences between the above-noted features recited in claim 22 and 
the teachings of RETT were discussed at pages 17-20 of the Appeal Brief, where 
a more complete explanation has been provided as to why the above-noted 
features of claim 22 are not disclosed, either explicitly or inherently, by RETT. 

Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over 
RETT in view of ATKINSON is improper and should be reversed. 

Rejection Of Claim 24 Under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over RETT in view of 
ATKINSON, and further in view of SCHMIDT et al. (U.S. Ratent No. 
6.389.109) 

Claim 24 recites, inter alia, features of an "adaptor [that] includes a 
capacitor in parallel with one of another capacitor and a diode". 

As noted above with respect to claim 1 , there is no proper basis for the 
assertion that it would be obvious to apply a diode from ATKINSON to the 
bridged tap terminator of RETT; nor would such a combination of the disclosures 
of ATKINSON and RETT result in the above-noted features recited in claim 24. 
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Claim 24 also recites, inter alia, features of "connecting a portion of said 
bridgetap adjacent an end thereof with an adaptor having capacitance between 
approximately 0.04-2.0 mf where the adaptor includes a capacitor". The 
Examiner's Answer explains that the rejection of claim 24 is based upon the 
reasons given for the rejections of claims 1,2, 14 and 22. In this regard, the 
rejection of claim 24 is thus based upon the assertion that the above-noted range 
recited in claim 24 is a mere "design choice (See page 15, last line, of the 
Examiner's Answer). There is no proper basis for this assertion, as there is no 
basis for the assertion that the beneficial results of using a capacitance in 
Appellant's recited range would be obtained outside of the recited range. 

In this regard, modifying the value of the capacitor Cl in RETT would 
destroy the intention of RETT to match the capacitance of the bridged tap. In 
particular, modification of the value Cl to fall within this range would appear to 
destroy the intent of RETT to have the load matching circuit 62 match the 
impedance of the bridged tap 32. Accordingly there is no motivation to modify 
the capacitor of RETT with the teachings of any other reference to change the 
capacitance value of Cl. Thus, the combination of RETT in view of ATKINSON, 
and further in view of SCHMIDT, does not disclose, suggest or render obvious an 
"adaptor having capacitance between approximately 0.04-2.0 mf as recited in 
claim 24. 

The range which is recited as a feature of the invention in claim 24 is not 
merely a "design choice" as asserted by the Examiner. Rather, Appellant's 
present specification discloses, at page 6, lines 5-11, that if "bridgetap lines 112 
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and 1 14 are 24 gauge wire, then a capacitance of 0.050 mf is preferred... [f]or 26 
gauge wire, a capacitance of 0.068 mf is preferred". Accordingly, a preferred 
value of capacitance for an adaptor may depend upon the numerical gauge of 
the wire used in a bridgetap line. Further, Appellant's specification discloses, at 
page 2, lines 17-19, that "[b]ased on the resonance characteristics of standard 
telephone lines, signal degradation will define a generally bell shaped curve 
between 250-650 feet, with maximum losses between 300 and 500 feet". 
Accordingly, the range recited in claim 24 is a range that includes effective 
values to "change the resonance characteristics of the bridgetap 110 from a 
length of X feet to a length of at least X + 300 feet, and preferably to X + 400 
feet" as set forth in Appellant's specification at page 6, lines 5-1 1 . 

In other words, there is no basis to the Examiner's assertion that 
Appellant's recited range is merely a "design choice". Further, there is no basis 
for the assertion that RETT or any other reference discloses the above-noted 
features of claim 24. Rather, the capacitor in RETT which is relied-upon by the 
Examiner has a value approximately one half of the lower end of Appellant's 
claimed range. In this regard, the method recited in claim 24 may be applied to a 
bridgetap for which a user of the recited method has no choice in the design, 
such that the method would not apply if the bridgetap does not extend within the 
approximate range recited in claim 24. 

Accordingly, the approximate range of adaptor capacitance recited in 
claim 24 is not merely a "design choice", and the Examiner's assertion is made 
merely to justify the failure of RETT or any other reference to disclose an adaptor 
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capacitance within the approximate recited range. In any case, even in 
considering the capacitance value of Cl disclosed in RETT, which is 
approximately one half the lowest value of Appellant's recited range, the 
Examiner is improperly ignoring the additional effects of the additional capacitors 
disclosed in RETT, so as to consider an individual feature of RETT in isolation 
from other features which do not support his rejection. 

Accordingly, the rejection of claim 24 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over RETT 
in view of ATKINSON, and further in view of SCHMIDT is improper and should 
be reversed. 

Rejection Of Claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over RETT in view of 
ATKINSON, and further in view of SCHMIDT, and further in view of 
MARTIN, and further in view of CHARLES 

Claim 14 recites, inter alia, features of an "adaptor including a capacitor in 
parallel with one of another capacitor and a diode". 

As noted above with respect to claim 1, there is no proper basis for the 
assertion that it would be obvious to apply a diode from ATKINSON to the 
bridged tap terminator of RETT; nor would such a combination of ATKINSON and 
RETT result in the above-noted features recited in claim 14. 

Claim 14 also recites, inter alia, features of "an adaptor connected 
adjacent to a second end of said bridgetap line, said adaptor having a 
capacitance of 0.04-2.0 mf\ As noted above with respect to claim 24, there is no 
basis to the Examiner's assertion that Appellant's recited range is merely a 
"design choice". Further, there is no basis for the assertion that RETT or any 
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other reference discloses the above-noted features of claim 24. Rather, the 
capacitor in RETT which is relied-upon by the Examiner has a value 
approximately one half of the lower end of Appellants claimed range. 

Accordingly, the approximate range of adaptor capacitance recited in 
claim 24 is not merely a "design choice", and RETT and each other reference 
applied in the outstanding Official Action fails to disclose an adaptor capacitance 
within the approximate recited range. In any case, even in considering the 
capacitance value of Cl disclosed in RETT, which is approximately one half the 
lowest value of Appellant's recited range, the Examiner is improperly ignoring the 
additional effects of the additional capacitors disclosed in RETT, so as to 
consider an individual feature of RETT in isolation from other features which 
(also) do not support his rejection. Moreover, modification of the capacitance 
value of Cl disclosed in RETT would destroy the intent of RETT to have the load 
matching circuit 62 match the impedance of the bridged tap 32. 

Claim 14 further recites, inter alia, features of "said adaptor reduces the 
effect of echo from said bridgetap line on a rate of data transmission to said user 
terminal over said communication line". As noted above with respect to claim 1, 
there is no proper basis for the assertion that these features are inherent in 
RETT, as RETT does not necessarily reduce "the effect of echo from said 
bridgetap line on a rate of data transmission to said user terminal over said 
communication line", as would be required for these features to be inherent. 
Accordingly, there is no proper basis for any assertion that the above-noted 
combination of features recited in claim 1 are inherent in RETT. 
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Accordingly, the rejection of claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over RETT 
in view of ATKINSON, and further in view of SCHMIDT, and further in view of 
MARTIN, and further in view of CHARLES, is improper and should be reversed. 
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CONCLUSION 


As noted previously, the above remarks are limited to a discussion of 
features of the independent claims of the present application. In this regard, 
separate arguments were set forth for the patentability of various of the 
dependent claims in the Appeal Brief filed on June 20, 2005, and each of the 
reasons for allowability of both independent claims and dependent claims, as set 
forth in the Appeal Brief filed on June 20, 2005, is correct. 

Accordingly, each and every pending claim of the present application 
meets the requirements for patentability under 35 U.S.C. §103, and the present 
application and each pending claim thereof are allowable over the prior art of 
record. 

Should there be any questions, any representative of the U.S. Patent and 
Trademark Office is invited to contact the undersigned at the below-listed 
telephone number. 


November 4, 2005 

GREENBLUM & BERNSTEIN, P.L.C. 
1950 Roland Clarke Place 
Reston.VA 20191 
(703)716-1191 


Respectfully submitted, 
Gregory D. OLSON 



William Pieprz 
Reg. No. 33,630 
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